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* &t % 4 7 (Conceptual Framework)

NMAERIIHA? AHERSTHH
HIRIN TR R R E BRI

oK FRF
(M B2 DB BE, AR . 273165)

H B BREIALEREFRFAIBPENELG., Kh, BREFTFTTRAANEREZER A (G AL
BHEG KAR) o e fT A OB SRS RAAT A S TR AL R EXT L, BiRO AL LR R CEKREY M,
AMRFERHZHERL TR B, FHZRESRBELNBEELRE, R—ATEHFZRE, HELETE
BR, ENHRERERINEBE, KABBAAKEZFABRERALZELENATHER, RHLEL
JEW) 2R E AR TR B0y At % A R A AR R R, B m TR R A Rk A P e 4 iR e Tt
AR N RRAATH TR, BT SR LI (do L% /18 T2 B4 o2 5 A0 I 5, FERA
BRDEMRNER, MR 2 B3R AREIE, W LH BN ZRGNHEE—FBBEILIE
AR B & TR R A IR A P 4952 I THAE R L AMR S ALh B A E 2RI, T8 MR KB
B, BARERFAABRFAEZNL,

LR BRI, RRE, A, RALELE, g

HES B2

1 I\ﬂ@?,% Hj (Jackson et al., 2015; Speed et al., 2017); SR, 7

— S 5Y A1 % BN R PR A X R W AN R

CANHETIE, SMTREM, JE AR HIREA WA B (Willems et al., 2021), #ZF PR

NIAEHe S AT N R b X LURE S 1 o SR T, SR 15 W 4598 FF (White et al., 2018), MM fif BixX 4L 7

S AU R (N R A SEER R, BB sz JEEE, B— A M ERR R, BA EER
P15, FL 2™ fE R (N R B O 1) R L HIgE L,

fEAENL5F) o WAl B A S R I TR B AT X T4 T AT AN Ee g, AR s A ) — A E
WA SRR . BREEE N UL B ARk s B JRRIERBER D H A Z T AifE R L
EISCE L, (intolerance of uncertainty)f&—Fhfa & A9 AME 45 R,

A AR B A B0 T 15 B v e 3 B (1) S A VR X AN B I BE BRI AT e A
CATRAAEREZE MR, B i TR TR, BRI, MELLEZ A HE
ANHBYAE BT 0, ASH RS ] 52w 53R & AT T K BRSSP b
A, HRETHIFFE A, — i K AT E LA O 2 R B 4B SR (Carleton, 2016; Tanovic
TROBE AE % B0 R A 5 PR IR R IG A AR ctal., 2018). [RIEF, AHf 25 20 B 5 A iR U E B
H IR, BENE TN A 15 W 4 R BE A9 78 fk (Jackson
etal., 2016), B, AN 25 2 5 AT RE IR 15 AN ff
REEHRNTHER,
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INTRR R PR RAEFE LR . Bk, BT
FE 1 0 BUE 2R E B (R TOAHE | 1
SIS 72 ) B 7~ B 58 0 T3k 2 8 DA AT S R AE (T
BRI BERIA AR, HFRE A E AL
PRI TEHIERE b, AT 2 REHEARAHE
TR 5E HA B RN T A e 2 AR (AN B R AR O B L
DRIE) . I (] SRR A 22 9% 3 ML (4N alpha 37).

2 MIMARIRE 7

2.1 SBIRMIREMHEZEM

452 T (error processing) &~ K SZ i H R
) — BT B R SO AT RE, SR N i A 0
5y Z—(Kerns et al., 2004), RN TALFE R
W 4% (error monitoring) 5 45 1% J5 8 4& (post-error
adjustment) > 1 2 (Hajcak, 2012), iR
AR P O S AR B AT A R 3 AR
(Ullsperger et al., 2014), B &= 17 MR R H]
$E(Fuetal., 2019), M/MEILEEET, ST R
WK P AT IR, TTRE B B4 R 5 Ik 12 (post-error
slowing) FIE5 1R /5 IE #5552 TH(post-error improvement
in accuracy) 5545 1R TR AL IS (Ullsperger et al., 2014).

ki WA 9 2 W A iR IR 2 S A DR S TRAE 1 1)
840 9 %E AL T 0 417 9] (anterior cingulate cortex,
ACC) F1 4k ] 7if % M (lateral prefrontal cortex,
LPFC), Hitf ACC o spae kil FnAT s, 24
S S 5 A s R — B, ACC B R {55
i %) LPFC, 385 $2 THA A% il K7 52 AT A
K #fiE(Ridderinkhof et al., 2004),

T FELATF Y R B AR 7R T Al R M A e 0 SR
il s 45 TR A 7 (error-related negativity, ERN)
N4 15 1E I (error positivity, Pe), ERN J&/ AR5 H
e s PEESR S 100 ms N H BEAY T fm % F
{if (Falkenstein et al., 1991)., 7E ERN W& )5 ¢
200~250 ms il # H B — D IE R B, MRS IRIE
% (Falkenstein et al., 2000), & FH =4 FHijf0
Wl (Fu et al.,, 2019), B H NN ERN A2 R E
R, M Pe EZIEERBNLHE A A
(Dehaene, 2018; ¥ F, Bititfh, 2016), L&)
e X M Z R B i B (SRR L. X R T,
FKRPAR, 2009), (HEEAILGUE, ERN/Pe HALFE R
RHWEAFS, AR BOA R 6 F117 A
1 1E 4 5 20k 4 5 1% (Hajcak, 2012; Ullsperger et
al., 2014),—LEMFFE R, 5% FEK ERN \Pe fE

A TR0 5152 5 TR R RN (AN R 5 7B 18 | IR R 4R
J) (Imburgio et al., 2020; Kerns et al., 2004), H T
AR BERRIR A L W2 N 1R, — LT 5T R 3L
FERE] v AR TR M 1R W 45 R B R TR
AMFE(EmHE 48, 2020), filan, EiRE) vs. R EIHR
FEE G R TR AR BT R IR
HEBIF R T AR EIR BN W55 K TR Y alpha
(8~14 Hz)ftf, TWIEIHBNMHRA TE IR IYER
g E(EWAE 4, 2020),

FE RN 5 AR A A o BE R %
WA, WA R AR — 262230, BR T 455N T
ZAb, NI (cognitive control) i £, 45 #1 il 72
il . AR5 He A TAEIE 12 % F 47 (Gratton et al.,
2018), il4% il (inhibitory control) = % #5 K Xt
G B I T (a2 — ) aofr G T ) A 348 52
RO AN CANAE /MR Y Stop 15 5 HY B RS Ko Asf 452 1+
FeA) R R o TS RN TR e R A A B B
MR R E S o A, 5 s ) 2 s (B —
KRR BR), K& R 55 (U0 ERN),
PR A AT 18 PR TR, FE S SR K R
8 S I R | 3SR A KT A R S AR . Bk, ¥
B TE 3 B AT 55 (1 % DU T A 2 B0 20
HH EAS RN T A2 5, H 5l 42 ) 55 B ) G
A FE R A 0 6 A0 B AR 3k B (Gratton et al.,
2018). AN 5 400 42 ol ) E B R R AR
WEFEENSE, X H RSO I 58 4 Bl Y
T R RA R S AN ) 5 R (SRR I Rk R
55, 2022), —fBoRUL, X HARRIBGE B Z | Tk
T R /D, A FT RE S AR H AR, ANad,
FHWAEZXN, AR EATHN RS R
TEFEAAEIR] . E5 RN AR5 2 SR Bl s (17 2 B i
S R, A A A A S R OB (g
T EMZ)E . 7R ZE ). Fln, N2 2
i BUF S, 76 S 2 200 ms
LA ih B, AR B S 00 8 o — B o
Z2 (WA BRI T.(Ridderinkhof et al., 2004), BF5%
IR, ERN HI N2 A2 7E R S, LU A TE AR I 75 5t
T B ARG T 73k Flanker {145 H1 /Y ERN 155,
ORI R WER W N2 R, S8R FEA 0 b
HPRE RN TR BE 0 a4 ) /e A AR A AL
BH(4N Speed et al., 2017),

22 AHERSIHERM IR — L

KT R SRR T AR5, —i)
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SOAR, AN R T S (AN TG B A B ) AT R T
AR SN HE A5, A IR A T RE LI K (Grupe &
Nitschke, 2013). B, AT FEIRASHHE A 5E18 5%
T, AN AT BE B T A 1R R R A R 1)
(Herry et al., 2007), 2 I 34 58 B 18 W 3250 B (A2,
A — SRR IE FEAS RS, A IR A S
AN A O 1 2R R ) AT RE S B0 M 4 IR I
THRFTA Y Fa o T, B AR R T
(Hu et al., 2019; I 25, 2020), HFFE A ELEIE .

K28 U5 3k Flanker (155, #f58& 7R4T 51
PRI TC R vs A BT S 5 R, 50 A B,
R B ) PR B AN A IR A B A T A R A
9 ERN i, Jf HREARAS R, B9 450 18 BUAT:
T D AFEREALE] T H A (Jackson et al., 2015;
Speed et al., 2017), {H/2, X4J3 shASHE PO B
I (AN S K T UNIAE 7E A i ;. Xt I
ST E VR ), AMATERE)S Flanker f£55 19
ERN J Ji7 3% 5] ||| 55 (White et al., 2018); #1734
75 50 2 ) 2 5 R S A bR A e (a7 TR
VP25 T AT RIS, %k B2 R P M AR TR
PEAT55), W ARTE RS S I AT 45 19 ERN 20
BHISS (Hu et al., 2019), HA% 5% E K B
R %%, 2020).

BeAh, WA — 25T s AN RS R R
T HPE FFEAE YT Ban, SR sz pE it
A, AT TR (vs. T F00I00 ) (%) I 5 BH 2 384 58 T 1 <
SN AE55 11 ERN R, fFL 2 5 sk g ¥ A 15 31
B (R AEART] FU 4% 1 56 2 AT A BL L)
(Tan et al., 2019); R A5 RET] LRI A0 45 1T BE

Z F i AR5, Willems %5202 1) Y BIFSE I A & 2R
AN T (CHE 88 T 3800 ) 9 4 5 RE A8 R i A 1R R
BT ERN N, %5 b, RHE SR TR
RIWKRE Z., HEEEZTIEEL,
2.3 DMESRE A —HHEE SRR B g

WAL XF AT, DAERFR O G 4518 0 R 2L
JRA AT g — 2 A R BT, R AR 2
e
231 HREAERME —FESZHEXEMNAT

ARV 5 918 20355 & B AN TR A 9 1 A7 7
2550, MM AT BESE WA SR 4536 . BAKINT S, —LLaf
R R AN RS 5 R S JE O ELER
B, J&—Fh <75 5= 789 A 6 5E (task-irrelevant
uncertainty)o Fil 4N, FB-WFFEAEIEATHE RN T AL 55
4[] Bsf 4 B AS A 22 9 MR 25 5 B2 (W0 Jackson et al.,
2015), B L5 LA E BUMR S (AN R ), 48
Je FRIEA T ST A DN TAT 45 (4N Hu et al., 2019;
White et al., 2018), XEEHFFEPEER SN E R S5A
8 T e A LR IR OCER . SR, 9 —LEF5E
B B AN 2 RS 5 45 1R 5 R Y0 (task-relevant
uncertainty), b AN EEAEE MG H B T BOR 0T /0
FE ML AR5 (A0 Willems et al., 2021), @AAFE
RS B AT R RS WA R, S5 RE
ARERBAHE, M eRE R ER.

N TR R — 4, AP AR
— P B R . AN RS A RN T Y5 e T BE A7
BT 55 AH 6Pk (task relevance) BT (LA 1), 4R
P 4l R T sh AL 2 & MBS AL M1 (Hajcak et al.,
2005; Hajcak & Foti, 2008), iR B4 AP FL

RSN

FRITRIFG l
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2 HARMME, E5BEEIPAC, HERAH
ZERAE(AN ERN) S BRSHALPE By 85 = 000 i 7%, B
ERN ZJL45 I B sh Il R G R0E W HE S . BF
SR, ST AR IABIN AT (Hajeak et al.,
2005), =% 7€ 1% KN 45 T 7% ) B (Riesel et al.,
2012), ERN J I i 48 K . ik 2l St B Y 41
Ja REATE RSN BT, B3I T 0 3
R, Wi, YA ERESES AT BANLE
—ZPE A (BN A S& 4514, task-relevant uncertainty),
FE TR AR — e PN A1 BT 1Y) B (integral errors), 0
FEVG T BOE TR A B R S ML DR W EE T Y AR
FERAS 5 A 55 A T 4 R R AT (BIIR A OC 2% 4,
task-irrelevant uncertainty), Fti% 80 b < 5% B
% (incidental errors), MEFAMKRBGHIZhHLELES, H:
HE BRI, AR IR, &
Gy 77 A 43O A AT HL, RO AS B4R T 2
R I

4, White %5 A (2018)5E kB i — %%
M, SR 457 WA BB B0 AT (4 &5t S 15 LA A5
BAHEIRAS, #ETC M Flanker 155, WK,
AW 58 8 7] 5 4515 0 T AT 55 o R R R B (BIAIK
AHRAH E 1), 3K AN 2 RS 7T B 43 HiCRE 1A%
MW RMER, THRER N TE®E, mE
Willems 45(2021)WF5E 1, [FAERA Flanker £
%, TEARBRESRMT, SRS A 50% M3
Z NG E R LED, ZATHERES S IRER
HH A S B (B 8 AH DG AN B A ), BB 1080 1 0 8 1R A
B, BRI GO TR, SRR, T
Willems 45 ) BF 55 BT A7 76— 2 BUBE, L AN AN
FE S IR 50% 0 HE 26 52 1) 1y ek B i IR B A L o
(B iRat s Z hd, REBREARFE), —a2®&
FEWI G T A5 BRI SR R AT B0, XS g 4G R
B RE S (U vs i E S 2 3 R INE T
EKT)o

PR 0 BB 55 iz B SR it T8
PIUESE 34 . Bk UG, 5T AR R (meaning
maintenance model, Heine et al., 2006), HijiIHfF5T
(Yang et al., 2019)24iX48 7~ A A & (A —Fh X
T HIRBEEN . FEBARE, MY T AR
MEE MW S, S0 4K %, 2017; Yang et al.,
2022)REME R TR AR I B LRSS T, RIS A &
FERENPURAE ST A R, SR A 2 (3 3RAH
ERE: AFEH vs I HIH) x 2 (Stroop £ 5

AB A mASE vs ARAR ) B H] 35211,
T 3 0 TR 15 3 4R A B 2 RS () kg B S
2 FIREIASH E Y 5 1), FfJS 64T Stroop 1T
%5, TEILZ 0T S A A0S Stroop
1155 GRS S50 R B2zl B B (R AH G vs IR G
T BRAERS AR ORI ) o S5 R AB, AR TR
H, AHE AR B B A DM 2 AR AE5E)
A 55 v A B TR R % U b R R AE (AN B R AE
Pe)fIAT MIERGR, ULH ARAMERE®RT H
2B SR BRI SC AN Z AR o S XIS (Yang
et al., 2019) A B IL Rl A & 5 5 A0 H AR,
1R Rl 8% 50 4 U BH A 55 A M AE AN 2 RS
LRAPWFTTEM, XA E R

Ak, A — LE 5T AR A5 il UE AT 55 A SC 1k 1
YRR AN, #62%5 SSAESTX 45 5 T/ s e B, A
RERM, RAENSEREHACHRALE
A (I AN 2 f AN B R B ), AR A R g 42 it
BRI T (AN RRAR R B %), TR A BT 2 —Fh
E A5 454 (Bauer & MacNamara, 2022), Meyer
1 Gawlowska (2017)7E 7% £ 2 jE RN AE 5 X £5 150
THBA R & B, £ K RIRREEHE T ERN
N, RS2 HORAEFEAEST S B B R 0w B A DG &
(T AS 2 B AL HF B0 A AR A OC 45 14F), Ui B AT 5540
KR FATEA
232 ABERME —THESBEWNAT

WA — SO F 58 B B AN LTt 1
7 (Jackson et al., 2015; Speed et al., 2017), N
A5 AT A3 s A dmon TR g7 SR R — B & i
AR 55 0ok A8 b R S R BN B I R, T REXT
R4 A B8 Ui T4, R 4R FHE R IROE
OB, ORI, R AR 50N B
TE G AR R R A OGN o SRR AT BE R A AT A
B B XN B R BUSEBE, RET RN
RS R A R 2 18] B 95 7 (A0 DR R ik 9 1 15 358 P
R A,

FATVAEI,  Hy A4 B A 1 S Y
R AR R, FIRETE T ASH IR B h A AR
I NEE A B (AR TC vk 32 AN
intolerance of uncertainty; 1U)&&— i X A E
(BRI 35 I 7 DA 0 R & A AT S o) b SR 1Y
Ta MK 22 5 (Carleton, 2016) . AN 8 2 2L B A%
FIAS AT T AT 8 PEAE AR N 22, 25 20 1 Bl
TR B, BB TR A 7, X T A8 B
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B HLAG B 5 114 33 2 A 1) R0 97 £ S B (Tanovic et al.,
2018; Yang et al., 2021), T IXSHHE, TU 523
FEIRREAR | SRIAAE . IERIE S50 R A AE AR R I
R, BFN B2 W XS (KT (transdiagnostic  factor)
(ZFiR WL Carleton, 2016), TU fF7EAN[R] 432 FN
73, Lhanny DR 9 5 3R R R R i o B
vs AK43# (Buhr & Dugas, 2002); ¥4 %% (Carleton
et al., 2007)¥f TU 4043 >4 T 7 (prospective TU)FI
i 2 (inhibitory TU)BIS, A& & X0 2 278
SR BB XN E A 5 R B0 [k L
FAEARHE TR . “UR%S” (freeze) IfIR] o

TR, AR RIERE, ATHERTE
BRI TU %580 ) A A 2 B0 1 T Al 5 1 5 B 3%
(Gorka et al., 2016), HEZREHYIA TUCMAED
il 2 TU) R HVE R o AEROR Ul (R 7)1 5%, TU A8
4358 1 B MR R B 45 55 19 et Bk I T (Nelson &
Shankman, 2011), At 423 AR [R 288 TU 1E AR,
I TU BEAE AR E M TN AR A9 1508k S 43 (Nelson
et al., 2016; Nelson & Shankman, 2011), fij i %!
TU X Pk S5 459 1) T 4 AN B () an A i B
IEAHSE, UL Nelson et al.,, 2016; A B AR, UL
Nelson & Shankman, 2011), 5 WF5T A& B ] 7
TU (15 A2 T 401 28 TU) % o 08 A PR FEROR Sl 17 52
H R B B A(NT . P300) Y FAIG, TR A v fE
A ] TR A ARG ) SR BT 5 BT AN
E W FTE(Correa et al., 2022), LA E#F5EULH TU
PITRZIASAR AT E SR REEN T, AR
[FI 28 A TU 75 22 5 /b 7 45 v (8 R BT A [
AR TU & —Fh 32 2l R X AL BRI 5 200 15
Wl %R T REESINLRSG, WRER TR HAE
B U ] Y TU 2 B0 RO B
i), XN F RSPl RS, X FRIRIEDE R
HOh R

[FBF, TU S5 T WA CH, \ TRk
A5 EW A RRE, AR A2 KA B A4
X F 5 UR A SR AR V] BB A AE 25 S, MR
Wi X 4R A B L(Jackson et al., 2016; Ruchensky
et al., 2020), 4N, Jackson Z& A BYWF 5T & BT 4
B IU 5 E 3R SIHA 5, RN ERE
ERN; M5 1U 5 9eah ks im i sh LA ¢,
IR ERN, Ait, 2458 R A5 — Wit
W15 358 £ % & (Sandre & Weinberg, 2019), if
AHOCHIFE R TU GBS R 08RG 1o LR R 5

BRINT5EF : Ruchensky %5(2020) % B0 ARE IR
SR ERN JEMEA 56, FRZAHE R R
FEAR TU M4 DL ERFSE R TU 555N T A
WAEER, TR B, g A,

B2z, BATREAMRER REHNT U A
RS DL BRI T =F R, AR EH R
BT R E 581305 R 98 E 015 ¥ (task-relevant
uncertainty), RS — A HEFH TR, 24K
P A B VR o

3 HrEtad

T P Y 2R G075 A s RS T I S R
TR, MR BREEAMWS: —REd%E
LR E I Y RS8N i e RS A RN
TONFIRR S AP 2 RAE, 2 B B R B AN G 2
ZREMTENER . W58 1 ET R AR B (A
REIR, BiREHE), 5 2 A OCET R A
Z2RAL(UN ERN/Pe, WFEIAN TR | 2 R L
iy, LATELr g BeAT 25 5 R .

IS AETE A RS 2, A R
T 1 5 B9 75 25 RS B (] N TE R
FERY 75 5, Jackson et al., 2015), {HZ2E 54k
WARGKEAK, BIMEARE AR EE
VE 5 R SN B R R A O R e R
(task-relevant uncertainty), AT H Eit2SE X,
His ks R i, o, BEmETE B A
TE I AR, 7E 4 ML SR S A 3 A 9T 2R
(2l Kahneman et al., 2013; Li, 2005), [Ftt, i
3 3 TR AN R R 1 B AR ST R R R AN
R, EAEE I Fi—, MRS L.

AT, T METER B vs T RO
PRERSZ | SEE U TR TAL® S A BTN
[ (AR AE M 25 FNAL R A “REZR SN, SR 2
S50 ) R J HAAR S F 5T, Gao et al., 2017;
Li & Xie, 2006; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981; LI}
WAL 2 HL I X HEF 5T, Preuschoff et al., 2006;
Yin et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2021), AHFFZILIE4>
HHLCRFATHE SR 1), AT E (s
5 25, MEIFHITEEG LR (N SEE 3), Ed
WEZMIETE, AR T %S REX 4
RN TR 52 W R RO THLEI, W5 ie s BA
BREMARG M.



3

B BKOSE ABRE RN A7 A E RS P RGBT R a5 R L R

343

RT3, A8 E A2 AU WA 252
52 B IS — iy 2O DR YEL AR TU R 43
N vs K53 4H (Buhr & Dugas, 2002), 55 —F
7 8 DI ALK TU 43 2. B A vs i)
il (Carleton et al., 2007), Fi&E I3 TR EHA(E
BENBUR, R E X TG B R,
mn, #FEE R MAEROH R HG bR, FUBEY TU S0 T8
SR B TR (RewP), 00 B TU 200 T B 55 fr) %%
T IEI (Nelson et al., 2016); T7EARI 7851 175 5%,
AT F IO TU, MHEIE TU XS F ek s 8 i T
I FH B8 A R f# (Nelson & Shankman, 2011), K1,
ARIZEFE TU (A vs PH BN T 225 vs S8
T (5 B B UM AT BB AN W]

KT EEEAZLER U 2R
TEXTEE I 09875, AT 3B TU RBUAR R 53
KR, ZBET AP (Gorka et al., 2016; Nelson
et al., 2016), 55 —F 4328y 2 CNF B4 S50 R 43)
ia 1T B — W e I (R B, A R A
2875 2 (A S AE S IR 433 A 2 BRSO
ARG, XAERE LU E AR T4 54 m
T 2ZRMEM.

AT H ARG T R WE 2 fin A E 2,
I T RAET gomo-go 0 AYAE IR Z L%
(3 Hester et al., 2005; ##F %5, 2020; TRAiA
%, 2020), AHRETEAZIET NPU R EL R
F(Z W Willems et al., 2021), BI7ER— A Pess

THRB AR RN AN 50% 1 BER IRl o
NPU WP 5= T, 250 T, W45 4840
W H S, HRHELRE 41> block B§ trial FF 4R
A 5 P2k &K $27K (neutral/predictable/unpredictable)
VIBEAVE R 8, AR5 BRI AT R PR sl S 1, Bt
JE AR 5T B B4 T (A1 Willems et al., 2021304
Y5 (4N Han et al., 2022), B TAHFSE 4 %42
FE TR R IR (RS B B IR B DA ), BT LAAS
EEGH TR WEUL RS, AP h
TALS A WH R IE DR SN 2 4, [H R N 25 5 2
AT BOR i SR A0 8 S A R R AR,
AR 00 2 Sk A, AN AE A5 0F T BT AR I B 4
AR RSO HL, XSS T RN
i R 25 20 (TU) 1] il 22 #4008 3 2000, 4 ST ok,
RIEK TP AR TU B9 T A0 5 15 45
IR 5 A SRR S TR], DA T 52 i 7 A Afy bR
AR SPURE RS A, SRR T AR
3 HIR1L AHERSHHERMIUARIUK

B AR

W 3 AMT R, EAEENARA, K
B3RO E I REAEE (LR 1), &R
2 (S50 2) LA BCRAEAH /2 (50 3). SE56 1 M
S 2 AR TU R AE A, SR 3 i — 2
¥ TU R AR ER, 55 /R AR T
W Z N HEAR AT RAE . B IR EIR HIEiS 93
NS R IR B R AR TR, TR EIRE vs.

AR FREERINT .
TURPETT

7 (e ) )

51—

L=
LU

H sme=
FETARSE | |

é‘é@%ﬁﬁ%}
A

L

.........................................

BYEIU HET
; Fsrvs A4 i BUvs A

a

=3k

.........................................

[ wem V[ smx | smn |
| socrm || morm || smrm |
' A :

BT,
Fisrvs ARG

 we. )
Ui\ Blvs o0l ;

\_T-----------.

___________________________

IR IS ERV
HIRE BEH 57 Pe
IEGEF. KAt LIRS ol
B2 1 H B HESE AR B 5]
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FORFI R E R, SRAEAS DR M 0 BHKOF; B
PRI R —— AR R NS IR )
WA, T DLRAFAE IR LR . SR .

T 1 CEBATEEE): R 2 AU: & vs.
) x 3 CRTLAERE . FLLk vs B E vs AN E)IR &1
i, ArE AgRAEE R, FEE Mg EER . ET
go/mo-go BN IR B YUT &5 L& =R 30 &
Py JELRNERE N) ., BER S P FIAHE R
B U, R blockwise %11 . MR & HIRRTA T
LRGN, BHIZ R E IR R R R
BEGEBERIR BNE A &) o RIS, IERIRIR
WA X, TERE A, ERIRIRSE 10 M4
M2, FEARTE M, ERRKEENLS 0 5
20 MR TR, BRI 50%, R E R
PR BRIERG & vs ASHI E 5 14 B AUk i 15030 417
{B (expected value)ZAHEIAY (P2 10), ME— X 5]
TR EARSA B, DA Ba 2l 22 B ShHL Ay AT
e RS, B30 4%, 2012; Lin et al., 2021;
Mason et al., 2017), SR IR 520 =Fh 544, P
AT o S0 25 oS Fie SR AR & T s diehy
ik

DR VPUL S AT N (S 0 S 4%, 2020;
FEiE %, 2020): BT XA R B E ST
FAI o go iR FLN: 245 RN 5 6 — BT,
B no-go BURFLI: (1) —HF A —
W, PO REFCHE; (2) 24 B iy T 5 AT
R—FERT, WASHEHSE X P 5w 4+ PE Y no-go i
BN BY 5% koA BN B AR Y (B E 5%,
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Is uncertainty bad? Mixed findings and explanatory model of error
processing under uncertainty

YANG Qing, LI Yaqin
(School of Psychology, Qufu Normal University, Qufu 273165, China)

Abstract: Errors are inevitable in human decision-making and goal-directed behavior. However, errors can
bring adverse consequences and are sometimes life-threatening (such as mistakes in high-risk operations).
Effectively monitoring errors and optimizing behavior are thus critical to individual survival and
development. The occurrence of errors is affected by people’s internal psychological state, when they make
decisions and take actions in an uncertain state. Whether the uncertainty enhances error monitoring or not is
an important scientific question. Currently, there are contradictory findings. Based on previous work and
theoretical analysis, the current project aims to explore the moderating role of intolerance of uncertainty in
error monitoring from the perspective of personality differences. Specifically, we explore whether an
individual’s tolerance to ambiguous situations and the sensitivity to errors would moderate error processing
in uncertain situations. Study 1 is designed to investigate the cognitive characteristics of error monitoring
and post-error adjustment in a variety of uncertain situations (e.g., reward/punishment), examining the
moderating effect of intolerance of uncertainty with a series of behavioral experiments. Study 2 would
explore the underlying electrophysiological representations, time-course, and neural oscillation mechanisms
in EEG experiments. Together, this project provides empirical evidence of personality as a modulation
mechanism in error processing under uncertainty, and offers practical implications in promoting human
environmental adaptation and goal achievement.

Keywords: error processing, uncertainty, personality, intolerance of uncertainty, cognitive control





